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INTRODUCTION
The Healthy Hunger-Free Kids Act of 
2010 (HHFKA) established ambitious 
new nutrition standards for school 
meal programs and strengthened 
the safety net for millions of children. 
The Act included many provisions to 
help schools meet the new standards, 
including a mandate to create a Farm 
to School Program within the Food 
and Nutrition Service (FNS) of the U.S. 
Department of Agriculture (USDA). 
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Helping operators of 

Federal child nutrition 

programs access more 

locally produced foods is 

a primary activity of the 

USDA Farm to School 

Program. In USDA’s vision, 

local and regional foods, 

and therefore economic 

opportunities for U.S. food producers, are present 

throughout our nutrition assistance programs. 

To accomplish this vision, USDA encourages 

participation from all types of agricultural 

producers including farmers, ranchers, fishermen, 

and all types of food businesses such as food 

processors, manufacturers, distributors, and other 

value-added operations.  

In addition to 

serving local 

food, farm to 

school programs 

often include 

food, agriculture, 

and nutrition 

education that 

emphasizes hands-on experiential activities, such 

as school gardens, field trips to local farms, and 

cooking classes. For example, students might 

dissect vegetables in science class, run farm 

stands using school garden produce to learn 

business skills, or practice data visualization 

techniques using plant growth measurements. 

All these activities contribute to an integrated 

approach to learning centered on food, agriculture, 

and nutrition. 

Indeed these types of farm to school activities – 

bringing local foods into the cafeteria, building 

school gardens, and teaching children where 

their food comes from – are proving to be very 

effective tools in implementing the changes called 

for in the HHFKA. Preliminary results from the 

2015 USDA Farm to School Census suggest that 

schools with robust farm to school programs are 

seeing reductions in plate waste, increases in 

school meal participation rates, and an increased 

willingness on the part of children to try new 

foods, notably fruits and vegetables. 

The Healthy Hunger-Free Kids Act tasked USDA 

with supporting farm to school efforts through 

grants, training, technical assistance, and 

research. To date, the USDA Farm to School Grant 

Program has funded 221 farm to school projects. 

We’re pleased to support these programs, and 

feel confident the grantees whom we fund are 

establishing models that can be emulated and 

built upon by districts nationwide.  

This report, which provides an in-depth look at 

our first 3 years of grant-making, summarizes 

findings from an analysis of select data from 

projects funded during fiscal years (FY) 2013 - 

2015. It combines both quantitative data about 

planned activities derived from coding used during 

the proposal review process and qualitative 

stories about completed activities primarily from 

grantee progress reports.

To date, the USDA Farm 

to School Grant Program 

has funded 221 farm to 

school projects.
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Behind all of the facts and figures that follow are hundreds of stories: 

Stories of gardens growing, communities connecting, local farmers bringing 
home a little more money, and, most importantly, stories of children eating 
healthful, local, delicious food at school. USDA staff feels privileged to hear and 
witness these stories firsthand. We have included in the report just a handful 
of the inspiring images, quotes, and narratives that have come to us from the 
extraordinary districts, organizations, and agencies we have funded. 
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The term farm to school describes 
efforts that bring local or regionally 
produced foods into school 
cafeterias; hands-on learning 
activities such as school gardening, 
farm visits, and culinary classes; 
and the integration of food-related 
education into the regular, standards-
based classroom curriculum. 
The United States Department of 
Agriculture supports such efforts 
through its Farm to School Program, 
which includes grants, training, 
technical assistance, and research.

6

EXECUTIVE 
SUMMARY
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From Fiscal Years 2013 through 2015:

1,067 
applicants requested 

a total of $78.4
million in grant funds

53% of awards 

were made to schools 

and school districts

78% of awards 

went to support schools 

or school districts with 

free or reduced-price 

meal eligibility rates 

greater than 50 percent

221applicants 

received awards

$15.1million 

was awarded to 

applicants

12,300    
schools and 6.9 
million students are 

estimated to have been 

reached through activities 

funded by USDA Farm to 

School Grants

49 States, the District 

of Columbia, and the U.S. 

Virgin Islands received at 

least one award

USDA awards up to $5 million annually in competitive farm 
to school grants for program planning, implementation, 
and activities such as training, partnership development, 

equipment purchases, and development and maintenance of 
school gardens.
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MAJOR GRANTEE 
ACTIVITIES

Buying local foods for school 

meal programs 

Training staff in local procurement, 
food safety, culinary education, and 
integration of nutrition and agriculture-
based curriculum

Purchasing equipment to support the 
additional food processing, preparation, 
and storage needed to handle local and 
regional foods

Delivering hands-on experiential 
education, aimed at enhancing student 
knowledge, skills, and attitudes related 
to agriculture, food, and nutrition

Developing partnerships, 
communication networks, and 
outreach materials

Completing project evaluations 
to measure change and document 
outcomes and impacts

8

Grantee: Chicago Public Schools, Illinois

Students at Spencer Technical Academy are 
clearly excited to begin planting a variety of 
herbs in the school’s raised-bed garden.

8
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Farm to school has been a tremendous success 
across all levels in our district. The program 
has fit seamlessly with our ongoing efforts to 
offer healthy lunch options and increase student 
knowledge about nutrition… 

Our new “Eat Real Food” Farm to School program 
has helped make nutrition and agricultural 
education a regular topic of conversation in our 
mainstream classrooms. Our students, staff and 
families are now more aware than ever before 
about the abundance of locally-grown produce 
available in our state, its nutritional value, and 
ideas for incorporating it into their home menus. 

There is a sense of excitement and pride in 
sampling these local foods among all audiences. 
Our contacts at the USDA were invaluable in 
helping us create our current program and in 
conceptualizing our next steps for program growth.

{ CHENEY PUBLIC SCHOOLS, USDA FARM TO SCHOOL PLANNING GRANTEE, FY 2013 }
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…this grant allowed us to 
supplement bits of enthusiasm 
with tangible training, education, 
community involvement, and 
an overall interest in how 
farming and eating local foods 
can be exciting and create a 
sense of community and hands-
on learning. 

{ USDA FARM TO SCHOOL PROGRAM  GRANTEE }



USDA Farm to School Grant Program FY 2013 – FY 2015 Summary of Awards Report 11USDA Farm to School Grant Program FY 2013 – FY 2015 Summary of Awards Report 11

The grant program has evolved 
since its inception, funding projects 
of increasing scope and impact 
each year. In FY 2013, planning 
and implementation grants were 
offered; in FY 2014, support service 
grants were introduced; and in FY 
2015, training grants were made 
available primarily using additional, 
discretionary program funds from 
the USDA Farm to School Program. 
These four grant tracks are 
described on the following page.

THE USDA FARM 
TO SCHOOL 
GRANT PROGRAM
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1 Additional details about this grant track are provided in Appendix B.

1  Planning grants are intended for schools or school districts just starting 
to incorporate farm to school program elements into their operations.

2  Implementation grants are intended for schools or school districts to 
help expand or further develop existing farm to school initiatives.

3  Support Service grants are intended for State and local agencies, 
Indian tribal organizations, agricultural producers or groups of 
agricultural producers, and nonprofit entities working with schools or 
districts to further develop existing farm to school initiatives and to 
provide broad-reaching support services to farm to school initiatives.

4  Training grants are open to all interested parties and are used to 

disseminate best practices and spread strategies known to succeed.1

FARM TO SCHOOL 
GRANT TRACKS

12

Grantee: Colonial School District, Delaware

A student at William Penn High School grabs a lunch 
that includes local asparagus and lettuce harvested 
from the school’s multi-acre, student-run farm.
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Approximately 30 percent of the $1,463,039 spent 
during the 2013 – 2014 school year was used 
for the procurement of a wide variety of locally-
sourced produce, beef, seafood, and baked goods 
and represents a marked increase from previous 
years. The $438,101 spent on local products 
represented a 26 percent increase from the 2012 
– 2013 school year, and indicates a dedicated 
effort to increase the amounts and varieties of 
local foods offered on school menus. 

  { FARM TO SCHOOL IMPLEMENTATION GRANTEE, FY 2013 }
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Snippets from grantee progress reports, like this 
one from Portland Public Schools in Maine, show 
that grantees are tracking purchasing changes 
closely, and seeing real results:
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Amounts and Types
From FY 2013 - FY 2015, grant program applicants requested approximately $78.4 million in funding 

and were awarded $15.1 million. Award amounts ranged from $14,613 to $100,000, with an average 

amount of $68,122. Grant awards supported no more than 75 percent of the total cost of each project. 

Figure 1 shows the total amount of requested and awarded funds by grant type.2
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$4.9m
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Planning Implementation Support Service Training

Dollars Requested
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Dollars requested and awarded by grant type in FY 2013 - FY 20151FIGURE

2 Additional data about the number of dollars requested and awarded by grant type is available in Table 1 of Appendix A.

GRANT REQUESTS 
AND AWARDS
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Applications received and awarded by grant type in FY 2013 - FY 20154

From FY 2013 - FY 2015, a total of 1,067 applications were received and 221 applications were funded for 

an overall award rate of 21 percent. As shown in Figure 2, 321 applications were received for planning 

grants and 78 were awarded funds. Additionally, 389 applications for implementation grants were received 

and 65 were awarded funds. Furthermore, 289 applications for support service grants and 68 applications 

for training grants were received and 51 and 27 applications were awarded funds, respectively.3

2FIGURE

3 Additional data about the number of grants requested and awarded by grant type is available in Table 2 of Appendix A.

4 In FY 2013, support service grants were classified as “implementation other” and are included as implementation grants in this figure.

No. of Grants Requested

No. of Grants Awarded
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Grant requests and awards by applicant type in FY 2013 - FY 2015

Organizations Applying for Grants
USDA Farm to School Grant Program funds are available to eligible schools, State and local 

agencies, Indian tribal organizations, agricultural producers, and nonprofit entities. The numbers 

of these groups requesting and receiving awards are shown below in Figure 3.5 Schools applied for 

and received the highest number of awards (126 grants), followed by nonprofit entities (62 grants).

3FIGURE

This grant program is a good 
investment by USDA, and, in this 
region at least, USDA is getting 
their investment back.

{ USDA FARM TO SCHOOL PROGRAM  GRANTEE }

16

5 Additional data about numbers of grant requests and awards by entity type are available in Table 3 of Appendix A. 
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Geographic Distribution
Figure 4 shows the distribution of grant awards by FNS region.6 Organizations in the Western region 

applied for and received the most grants (45 grants or 20 percent of the total number of awards). 

Organizations in the Southeast region received the second highest number of awards (37 grants) 

followed by the Midwest region (34 grants). While organizations in the Southwest region received the 

fewest awards (21 grants), they had the highest percent of applications funded compared across all 

seven FNS regions.

In FY 2013, FY 2014, and FY 2015 40 percent of the schools or districts impacted by a USDA Farm 

to School Grant were considered rural and 56 percent were considered urban at the time of the 

application. 7 In FY 2013, FY 2014, and FY 2015, 85 of the total 221 awards (38 percent) were distributed 

to States or territories with StrikeForce designated counties under USDA’s StrikeForce Initiative for 

Rural Growth and Opportunity to address the specific challenges associated with rural poverty. 8

Map

Mid-Atlantic 25 
(11%)

Midwest 34 
(15%)

Mountain 
Plains 29 
(13%)

Northeast 30 
(14%)

Southeast 37 
(17%)

Southwest 21 
(10%)

Western 45 
(20%)

Distribution of grant awards by FNS region in FY 2013 - FY 20154FIGURE

6 A State-by-State breakdown and additional details of regional distribution of applications and awards are available in Table 7 and Table 8 of Appendix A. 

7  USDA is missing data from 4 percent of the schools or districts impacted by a FY 2013 – FY 2015 grant project. A year-by-year summary is 
available in Table 4 of Appendix A. 

8 For more information about the USDA StrikeForce initiative, visit www.usda.gov/strikeforce.
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9   Numbers have been updated because previous estimates released were found to be inaccurate due to reporting errors. A summary of these 
statistics can be found in Table 5 of Appendix A.

10  U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data (CCD), “Public Elementary/Secondary School 
Universe Survey,” 2011–12. See Digest of Education Statistics 2013, table 216.60.

11  A summary detailing the number and percent of grant projects by free or reduced-price meal eligibility rates can be found in Table 6 of Appendix A. 

12  Data about students eligible for free or reduced-price meals is not available from all 194 school based projects because 11 grantees were unable 
to provide this information.

Eligibility Rate for Free or Reduced-Price Meals
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 Percent of U.S. schools by students eligible for free or reduced-price meals 
and the corresponding distribution of grant awards

Students Served
Funded projects are estimated to reach approximately 12,300 schools and involve an estimated 

6.9 million students in farm to school activities.9  

The grant program prioritizes applicants that serve a high percentage of students eligible for free 

or reduced-price meals. Figure 5 compares the distribution of U.S. students at schools of different 

free and reduced-price meal eligibility rates to the corresponding number of USDA Farm to School 

grants serving schools at those eligibility levels.10 Based on available data from grantees (183 

of 194 grant projects), the majority of grant awards (143 grants or 78 percent) went to support 

schools or school districts with free or reduced-price meal eligibility rates greater than 50 percent. 

Approximately 59 percent of the 6.9 million students impacted by these grant awards are eligible 

for free or reduced-price meals.11,12

5FIGURE
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The farm to school planning grant was an astounding 
opportunity for our school. We now have a rich and 
robust program with a detailed implementation plan. 
We are clearly ready for the implementation phase. 
The farm to school successes have led our school to 
adopt an agricultural-based approach and focus…  
Our school is forever changed. 

{ USDA FARM TO SCHOOL PLANNING GRANTEE }  

USDA Farm to School Grant Program FY 2013 – FY 2015 Summary of Awards Report 19
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District chef Liz receives a fresh 
shipment of strawberries and 
tomatoes from a local food hub in the 
morning, washes and preps them in 
the school kitchen, then heads into 
the classroom in the afternoon for 
a tasting and lesson as part of the 
Fresh Fruit and Vegetable Program.

WEST 
NEW YORK 
SCHOOLS, NJ

20

GRANTEE SPOTLIGHT
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Together we are improving 
and maintaining food 
service quality through 
breakfast, lunch, snacks 
and dinner across our 
five schools, as well as 
expanding outreach to 
families through unique 
“edible experiences.”
{ FIRSTLINE SCHOOLS, INC./ 
EDIBLE SCHOOLYARD NEW ORLEANS, LA }

Grantee: Firstline Schools, Inc. / 
Edible Schoolyard New Orleans, Louisiana

Students at Firstline Schools in New Orleans,  
LA rinse greens harvested from their school garden.
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USDA Farm to School Grant Program 
funds support both the planning and 
implementation of farm to school 
programs by schools and districts.  

GRANTEE 
ACTIVITIES

Planning often includes convening 

a farm to school team, creating a 

program vision and goals, establishing 

procurement plans, developing new 

menu options, training staff, preparing 

kitchens, and building community 

awareness. Many planning grantees 

will both plan and begin to operate their 

programs during the course of their 

funded project.

The operation of farm to school 

programs often includes food 

procurement, processing, and 

preparation; developing supply chain 

solutions; communications and outreach 

efforts; program administration; delivery 

of curriculum activities; building and 

maintaining school gardens; providing 

training; purchasing equipment; and 

many other activities.

Major areas of grantee activity are 

described in the sections that follow. 

Stories included in this section come 

primarily from progress reports 

submitted to USDA by grantees.

USDA Farm to School Grant Program FY 2013 – FY 2015 Summary of Awards Report 23
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GRANTEE ACTIVITY 

LOCAL FOOD 
PROCUREMENT
Finding, buying, and serving local foods 
is a central activity of farm to school 
programming.

22% planned 
to develop aggregated 
supply approaches (e.g., 
farmer cooperatives, 
product aggregation 
solutions).

15% requested 
agriculture production 
supplies (<$5,000 a unit).

9% requested 
food processing, 
manufacturing, or 
distributing equipment 
(>$5,000 a unit).

37% planned 
to work on distribution 
solutions (e.g., food 
hubs, partnerships 
with distributors).

45% of 
grantees included 
training specific to the 
procurement of local 
and regional foods.

35% provided 
training for farmers, 
food service 
personnel, and garden 
coordinators about food 
safety, food handling, 
and good agricultural 
practices (GAP).

20% planned 
aggregated buying 
approaches (e.g., 
school based 
cooperatives).

PROGRAM IN ACTION

The Northeast Iowa Food and 
Fitness Initiative, a grantee 
operating in the six counties that 
make up northeast Iowa, has 
created the Iowa Food Hub, in part, 
to help four rural school districts 
expand their farm to school 
programming. When a local food 
service director was struggling 
to purchase local turkey for their 
school Thanksgiving meal, the 
food hub brokered a “buying club,” 
allowing five schools to purchase 
local free-range, growth-hormone-
free turkey roasts from a nearby 
three-generation turkey farm.

24
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25% intended 
to develop promotional 
materials (e.g., 
brochures, signage, etc.).

69% planned 
to develop new 
partnerships.

83% of grantees 
planned to strengthen 
existing partnerships.

66% planned 
other types of outreach 
and communication 
(e.g., events, media).

GRANTEE ACTIVITY 

PARTNERSHIP AND 
OUTREACH ACTIVITIES
Healthy partnerships between farm to 
school stakeholders (i.e., school faculty and 
staff, parents, farmers, distributors, food 
service companies, and policy makers) are 
a key component of program success and 
sustainability.

Recognizing this, USDA requires that 
applicants for implementation and 
support service grants demonstrate proof 
of existing partnerships. For planning 
grants, identifying partners and solidifying 
partnerships during the funding cycle is a 
required activity.

Communication and outreach are also 
critical program elements needed to build 
the less formal partnerships with the 
larger community including parents, local 
businesses, community members, and other 
important stakeholders.

25

PROGRAM IN ACTION 

Healthy Communities of the Capital 
Area (HCCA), a nonprofit agency in 
Gardiner, Maine, is using their USDA 
grant to connect the work of several 
food-oriented programs. The local 
sheriff heard about HCCA’s grant 
project and offered to donate produce 
from his department’s longstanding 
program that teaches inmates 
agricultural skills and provides 
healthy food for the State Department 
of Corrections, area food pantries, and 
hunger relief organizations. 

One immediate barrier was the fact 
that potatoes and winter squash are 
highly labor intensive to process. 
HCCA identified the local Meals 
on Wheels and community meal 
provider for the elderly as having 
the capacity to process the donated 
produce for a nominal fee. The result 
of this partnership has been nearly 
3,000 pounds of fresh local produce 
donated to three school districts, the 
savings from which allow schools 
to reallocate some of their food 
purchasing dollars to other local 
foods purchases.

25
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31% of projects 
had a teacher training 
component.

56% expected to 
engage in curriculum 
development.

65% of grantees 
planned experiential 
learning activities (e.g., 
field trips, cooking 
classes, taste tests).

46% intended 
to purchase classroom 
materials to support 
instruction.

18% planned 
parental involvement 
activities.

GRANTEE ACTIVITY 

AGRICULTURE, FOOD, 
AND NUTRITION- 
BASED EDUCATION
The majority of grantees include in their 
proposals activities related to teaching 
kids about nutrition, agriculture, and where 
their food comes from.  

26

PROGRAM IN ACTION 

Enrolling more than 18,000 K-12 students in Los Angeles 
County, California, the Pasadena Unified School District 
is using their USDA grant to create a comprehensive K-5 
farm to school curriculum. Three of 13 elementary schools 
have begun training teachers to use a recently piloted 73 
lesson plan curriculum, with weekly lessons addressing 
the Common Core State Standards, Next Generation 
Science Standards (NGSS), California Health Standards, 
and 21st Century Skills. In order to support farm to school 
curriculum implementation, school gardens across the 
district have been surveyed and mapped.

26
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Grantee: Manco Conservation District

Kids learn about kids (baby goats, that is!) at 
Kemper Elementary School in Cortez, CO.
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23% requested 
funding for school 
kitchen equipment 
(>$5,000 a unit).

11% planned 
to acquire salad bars.

46% included 
training for food 
service staff such as 
menu planning and 
culinary skills.

50% of grantees 
planned to develop new 
products for menus.

40% requested 
funding for school 
kitchen supplies 
(<$5,000 a unit).

24% planned 
value-added approaches 
(e.g., canning, storing, 
freezing).

GRANTEE ACTIVITY 

LOCAL FOOD 
PROCESSING AND 
PREPARATION
Processing, storing, preparing, and 
serving fresh, local foods often requires 
new cafeteria infrastructure, new menu 
items, and staff training. 

PROGRAM IN ACTION

The STAR School serves 130 Native American 
students grades K-8 near Flagstaff, Arizona. Based 
on student input and taste test results, this grantee 
has created five new local food recipes for the 
school meal programs. Also, special breakfast 
events on the first Saturday of each month feature 
native recipes such as Blue Corn Pancakes with 
Juniper Ash and Navajo Corn and Squash Sauté. 

28
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72% planned 
to use qualitative 
methods such as 
interviews and/or 
focus groups.

88% of grantees 
planned to use 
quantitative methods 
such as student 
surveys, waste audits, 
and procurement data 
analysis.

GRANTEE ACTIVITY 

PROGRAM 
EVALUATION
All grantees are required to conduct 
evaluations and report data about the 
processes, outputs, and outcomes of 
their work. Some conduct their own 
evaluation and others hire external 
evaluators. Grantees proposed to 
measure a variety of outcomes 
including changes in children’s 
attitudes, knowledge or behavior 
related to food; levels of community 
engagement; economic effects on 
producers; changes in children’s 
health; and policy changes.

PROGRAM IN ACTION 

As part of a USDA Farm to School grant, Food and 
Nutrition Services of Sarasota County Schools, 
Florida is tracking the use of local foods in school 
meals. Florida-grown monthly averages October 
through December 2014 were 16%, 24%, and 35%, 
respectively. Compared to the same months in 
2013, which were 8%, 13%, and 14%, their grant has 
allowed them to more than double the use of locally 
purchased produce.

29
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12% planned to 
install hoop houses or 
greenhouses.

31% planned 
to start new garden 
programs.

48% of grantees 
planned enhancements 
to existing garden 
programs.

30% planned 
to purchase garden 
supplies and/ 
or equipment. 

GRANTEE ACTIVITY

SCHOOL GARDENS
School gardens are a natural fit for farm to 
school programs as they provide a nearby, 
hands-on learning laboratory.

PROGRAM IN ACTION 

In Tok, Alaska, with an average of 10 residents per 
square mile, the Alaska Gateway School District is 
using its USDA Farm to School grant to creatively 
integrate energy efficiency and gardening. Its new 
greenhouse is heated by waste heat from the school 
district’s electrical co-generation plant that is fed by 
wood cut for fire abatement and mitigation. So far, 
the greenhouse has helped the district get half way 
to its goal of 20 percent (by cost) of the school meal 
program sourced locally. There is potential to further 
expand the greenhouse system.

30
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ATHENS LAND 
TRUST, GA

Students from Clarke County School 
District interact with the Athens Land 
Trust’s West Broad Market Garden as 
elementary, middle, and high school 
students. The organization’s “Young Urban 
Farmers” program even engages high 
school students in growing fresh produce 
themselves and marketing it through 
business enterprises of their own design. 

32

GRANTEE SPOTLIGHT
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CONCLUSIONS

Analysis of the 221 funded proposals from the first 3 years of 

grantmaking suggests all farm to school activities described 

in HHFKA are being implemented through a wide variety of 

approaches by diverse grantee organizations. In pursuit of 

regional balance, grant awards have been made in 49 States, 

the District of Columbia, and the Virgin Islands. Award rates (ratio of 

grant requests to awards) by FNS region vary from 18 to 28 percent.

Grantees planned many strategies for achieving the goal of increasing 

access to local foods in schools. For example, 50 percent of projects 

included expansion of menu options; 45 percent included training to 

help schools and districts procure local and regional foods; and 46 

percent included training for food service staff about menu planning, 

meal preparation, and cooking with local and regional foods.

Grant projects served a high proportion of children who are eligible for 

free or reduced-price meals. The overwhelming majority of grant awards 

(78 percent) went to schools or schools districts with free or reduced-price 

meal eligibility rates greater than 50 percent. Sixty five percent of grantees 

planned to incorporate experiential nutrition education activities that 

encourage children’s participation in farm and garden-based agricultural 

34
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education activities. Strong partnership data (83 percent planned to 

strengthen existing partnerships and 69 percent planned to develop new 

partnerships) suggest the potential for widespread collaboration between 

eligible schools, nongovernmental and community-based organizations, 

agricultural producer groups, and other community partners.

USDA Farm to School Grant Program FY 2013 – FY 2015 Summary of Awards Report 35

Grantee: Farm Fresh Rhode Island

The sentiment is clear in a letter from an elementary 
student to a farmer who visited her classroom. 
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Grant Type Number of 
Applications

Number Awarded Percent Awarded 
by Type

Percent of Total 
Grants Awarded

Planning 321 78 24% 35%

Implementation 389 65 17% 29%

Support Service 289 51 18% 23%

Training 68 27 40% 12%

Total 1,067 221 21% 100%

Grant Type Amount Requested Amount Awarded Percent of Dollars 
Awarded by Type

Percent of Total 
Dollars Awarded

Planning $12,487,137 $3,132,805 25% 21%

Implementation $36,336,670 $6,264,236 17% 42%

Support Service $27,426,972 $4,902,085 18% 33%

Training $2,117,182 $776,645 37% 5%

Total $78,367,963 $15,075,773 19% 100%

Dollar amount of grant requests and awards by grant type for FY 
2013 - FY 2015

Number of grant requests and awards by grant type for FY 2013 - FY 2015

1TABLE

1 2TABLE

APPENDIX A – ADDITIONAL DATA TABLES
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Applicant Type Number of 
Requests

Number of 
Awards

Award Rate by 
Applicant Type

Percent of 
Total Awards

Indian Tribal Organization 15 5 33% 2%

Agricultural Producers 26 2 8% 1%

Local or State Agency 122 20 16% 9%

Nonprofit Entity 364 62 17% 28%

School or School District 523 126 24% 57%

University, College, or Cooperative 
Extension System *

11 6 55% 3%

Other 6 0 0% 0%

Total 1,067 221 21% 100%

FY 2013 FY 2014 FY 2015 Total

Percent of schools or districts impacted 
that are rural

40% 44% 36% 40%

Percent of schools or districts impacted 
that are urban

54% 51% 61% 56%

Grant Requests and Awards by Applicant Type in FY 2013 - FY 2015

Percent of rural and urban schools or districts impacted by FY 2013 -  
FY 2015 grant projects

1 3TABLE

1 4TABLE

* These entities were eligible only for training awards offered in FY 2015.
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Percent of Students Eligible for 
Free or Reduced-Price Meals

Total Percent of 
U.S. Students 

Total Percent of 
Grant Projects

Total Number of 
Grant Projects**

0%-25% 25% 1% 2

26%-50% 29% 21% 38

51%-75% 26% 46% 84

76%-100% 20% 32% 59

Total 100% 100% 183

*  Information regarding percent of students eligible for free or reduced-price meals served by each grant 
project is only available from planning, implementation, and support service projects. 

** Information was not available from 11 projects.

FY 2013 FY 2014 FY 2015 Total

Number of schools involved 3,200 4,200 4,900 12,300

Number of students reached 1.7 million 2.4 million 2.8 million 6.9 million

Approximate number of schools involved and students reached for  
FY 2013 - FY 2015

Grant projects by free and reduced-price meal program eligibility rates 
for FY 2013 - FY 2015*

1 5TABLE

1 6TABLE
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* A State that includes StrikeForce counties.

# Did not receive funds through the USDA Farm to School Grant Program during FY 2013, FY 2014, or FY 2015.
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Training grants are intended to support State, regional, and national trainings that provide technical 

assistance in the area of local procurement, food safety, culinary education, and/or integration of 

agriculture-based curriculum. Training grants were supported in FY 2015 using discretionary program 

funds and were open to all interested parties. Table 9 summarizes training grant requests and awards 

in FY 2015. 

Training 
Grant Type

Number of  
Applications

Number 
of 
Awards

Amount 
Requested

Amount 
Awarded

Percent 
Awarded

Percent 
of Dollars 
Awarded

Percent 
of Total 
Training 
Grants 
Awarded

Percent 
of Total 
Training 
Dollars 
Awarded

National 8 2 $393,987 $99,987 25% 25% 7% 13%

Regional 22 5 $933,959 $228,287 23% 24% 19% 29%

State 38 20 $789,237 $448,372 53% 57% 74% 58%

Total 68 27 $2,117,182 $776,646 40% 37% 100% 100%

Training grant requests and awards in FY 20151 9TABLE

PROGRAM IN ACTION

In Billings, Montana, the Inter-tribal Agriculture Council will promote farm to school efforts in 
American Indian communities by including expanded farm to school training components in their 
annual membership meeting. Training sessions and resources will target food service professionals 
and leaders of farm to school programs, and direct technical assistance will also be available. This 
meeting draws hundreds of tribal food producers, agricultural professionals, and Native youth from 
across the Nation. The event will include an innovative multimedia youth project to engage high 
school students in the farm to school conversation and allow them to share their unique perspectives 
on food and agriculture with peers and food service professionals. Follow up regional meetings will 
supplement this national event.

APPENDIX B – TRAINING GRANTS




